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The primitive man was exposed to various forces of nature 


such as earthquakes, hurricanes, snow storms, tsunamis etc. and 
various diseases. They naturally concluded that these acts, that they 
could not comprehend, are done by some super force. How does the 
sun rise, why does it set? How does rain and wind occur? How does 
drought come to be? Why does a volcano erupt, earthquakes happen? 
Did someone ordered them to happen? Are there super beings who 
bring some order into these things? Being unable to answer these 
questions he deified the nature. So there came to be gods or deities 
who were responsible to bring rain, to give a good harvest, to control 
the wind and ocean and so on. Man being a victim of natural disasters, 
illnesses and social upheavals sort solace from these deities; they 
prayed, expressed their helplessness and asked for help. To keep 
illnesses at bay, to get a good harvest, to be safe at sea they thought 
that they have to pacify the respective gods or else, if they get angry, 
various calamities were to come. So, to pacify them and make them 
happy man developed various offerings, prayers and sacrifices. With 
the passage of time the idea of a single, all powerful creative God 
came to the forefront instead of the pantheon of gods. The simplicity 
of this idea (instead of many deities) made it more appealing. From 
then on when man was faced with some inevitable natural disaster, he 
prayed to this God to save his soul. If he did survive then he assumed 
that the compassion of God saved him and if someone died, he 
comforted himself thinking that the deceased has gone back to the 
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1. 


God. Later on, this concept developed as various religious traditions. If 
this concept of God, which was unquestioningly accepted by the 
primitive man, is to be scrutinized, its inherently contradictory nature 
becomes obvious. 


If God created the world and man, the natural question that arises as 
a consequence is who created the God? What is the beginning of the 
God? Did he suddenly come out of nothing? Did Gods God create the 
God? Then who created the God’s God? 


If God created the universe (i.e. the world), where was he before 
that? He should be in somewhere. Was he in a larger universe and 
created this sub-universe? Then who was the creator of the larger 
universe? There should be a God to create the universe, but there 
should be a universe for the God to exist. So, which come first, the 
God or the universe? (Similar to: which come first, the chicken or the 


egg?) 


If the world and the Man are creations of a supreme God, then they 
should function in the way God wanted them to function. It they 
don’t function in the way he wants then there have been errors in 
the creation process and thus in the creator as well. Then he couldn’t 
be omniscience and omnipotent, which means he is no God. It they 
function the way he wanted then definitely he is responsible for the 
earthquakes, floods, tsunamis, epidemics (like COVID 19), landslides, 
hurricanes, volcanic eruptions, snow storms, diseases and disease- 
causing bacteria and viruses, human cruelty etc. Doesn’t this point to 
an evil creator? What happened to his ‘Love’? 


4. Man is said to be the apex of his creation, but there are so many 
diseases and problems with man’s body and mind. Some are born 
disabled and apart from the diseases that spread by the means of 
bacteria and viruses there are so many other sicknesses occur in the 
body like cancer, heart attack, diabetes, haemorrhoids, rheumatism 
and mental illnesses like depression, anxiety etc. If his apex creation 
has so many problems, he indeed is a very bad creator, who couldn’t 
create a body that doesn’t get sick or old. 


5. Even with these problems why couldn’t he create them with some 
fairness? Why are some born rich while others in poverty? Why some 
have too much while others spend their days in hunger? Why are 
some beautiful while others ugly? Why do some live long while 
others die young? Why some are wise while others are foolish? Why 
some are healthy while others are prone to sicknesses? 


6. Love is said to be the essence of God and he is said to be all 
compassionate. But when we look at the society what we see is 
misery; there are wars, riots, famine, sicknesses, people get born or 
become disabled, babies die etc. If he is compassionate, why couldn’t 
he help them? Nay! He should prevent these from happening. But he 
hasn’t. Then either he is not compassionate at all or if he is 
compassionate then he doesn’t have the ability or power to act. This 
again means that he is no God! 


7. If everything in the world happens according to the will of the God, 
then those things such as killings, torture, abuse, theft, adultery, 
raping, child abuse etc. happens because of his will. Then isn’t he a 
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blood thirsty lunatic? (‘The only excuse for God is that he doesn’t 
exist’ (Albert Camus’s ‘the Rebel’, p.58)). 


If God disapproves these, then we have to assume that there is a (or 
are) more powerful being (or beings -Human or divine) than God, 
who can act in contrary to God’s wish. And before him God is helpless 
and God cannot stop him. Then again God is no God. 


If Satan is behind these things why did God create him in the first 
place? Couldn’t God know earlier that Satan would eventually 
disobey him? Or couldn’t he create Satan in a way that Satan couldn’t 
disobey him? Doesn’t this again prove his failure as a creator? When 
Satan turned out be a bad person, why couldn’t he make Satan a 
good person again? Does this mean that he doesn’t have the power 
to do so? Or is he afraid of Satan? Isn’t he supposed be omnipotent? 
Why couldn’t he stop Satan and make the world a better place? Is it 
because he needs Satan for his survival? 


There has always been good are bad in the world. So, when the God 
was allocated with the good, the need arose of a someone to whom 
the bad can be allocated to. So the concept of Satan came to be. So, 
for the God to exist a Satan was needed, for Satan to exist a God was 
needed. God depends on Satan for his survival; Satan needs God for 
his survival. There cannot be a God without Satan; there cannot be a 
Satan without God. God and Satan are nothing but the opposite sides 
of the same coin. 


When the age of the universe is considered man has been on earth 
for not more than several seconds. What was God doing for billions 
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and billions of years without creating his best creation? Was he 
waiting for man to evolve naturally and later claim: ‘I created man’? 


When Darwin’s theory of evolution became widely accepted, those 
who propounded ‘divine creation’ had to accept it and to change 
their mode of divine creation to: ‘God evolved man, he created man 
from ape’ (In other words he could not create man directly). But even 
this, scientists have refuted with proof. It God created man from the 
ape, then the evolution of man from ape should be linear. But in the 
law of natural evolution, the evolution take place in the form of a 
tree where branches indicate various creatures, those who are 
successful would survive, others will die out. With archaeological 
proof scientists have shown that this too was the case with human 
evolution. The evolution of humans has taken place as of a tree; 
unsuccessful humans have got extinct (e.g., Homo habilis, Homo 
erectus, Homo neanderthalensis). It is also known as a fact that 
Neanderthals were living with Home Sapiens on earth during the 
same period of time. So, Homo sapiens did not evolve from H. 
neanderthalensis and Neanderthals got extinct altogether. 


Another idea that has come up with the God concept is that those 
who would not believe in God are destined to be tortured in the hell 
fire for eternity. When all the humans that roamed on earth are 
considered only a fraction of them have believed in a creative God. 
While even the most cruel can go to heaven just because he happens 
to believe in God (even after a sojourn in purgatory), the good people 
in other creeds and those unfortunates who were unable to hear the 
“good massage” were to be burnt eternally in hell is something that a 
person with a sound mind cannot swallow. 
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14. Another ritual that has developed with the God concept is the 
praying for the dead. Since everything happen according to the wish 
of the God, it is by his sole decision that it is decided whether the 
dead person would go to heaven or hell. In this ritual, relations of the 
dead would pray to God to forgive the deceased of his wrong doings 
and to admit him to heaven. In Asibandhaka sutta (SN IV, 8.1.16, 567) 
Buddha ridicule this idea: 

“Suppose, headman, a person would hurl a huge boulder into a 
deep pool of water. Then a great crowd of people would come 
together and assemble around it, and they would send up prayers 
and recite praise and circumambulate it making reverential 
salutations, saying: ‘Emerge, good boulder! Rise up, good boulder! 
Come up on to high ground, good boulder!’ What do you think, 
headman? Because of the prayers of the great crowd of people, 
because of their praise, because they circumambulate it making 
reverential salutations, would that boulder emerge, rise up, and 
come up on to high ground?” 

“No, venerable sir.” 

“So, too, headman, if a person is one who destroys life, takes what 
is not given, engages in sexual misconduct, speaks falsely, speaks 
divisively, speaks harshly, chatters idly, one who is covetous, full of 
ill will, and holds wrong view, even though a great crowd of people 
would come together and assemble around him , and they would 
send up prayers and recite praise and circumambulate him making 
reverential salutations, saying: ‘With the breakup of the body, after 
death, may this person be reborn in a good destination, in a 
heavenly world.’ still, with the breakup of the body, after death, 


that person will be reborn in a state of misery, in a bad destination, 
in the nether world, in hell. 

“Suppose, headman, a man submerges a pot of ghee or a pot of oil 
in a deep pool of water and breaks it. Any of its shards or fragments 
there would sink downwards, but the ghee or oil would rise 
upwards. Then a great crowd of people would come together and 
assemble around it, and they would send up prayers and recite 
praise and circumambulate it making reverential salutations, saying: 
‘Sink down, good ghee or oil! Settle good ghee or oil! Go 
downwards, good ghee or oil!’ What do you think, headman? 
Because of the prayers of the great crowd of people, because of 
their praise, because they circumambulate it making reverential 
salutations, would that ghee or oil sink down or settle or go 
downwards?” 

“No, venerable sir.” 

“So, too, headman, if a person is one who abstains from the 
destruction of life, from taking what is not given, from sexual 
misconduct, from false speech, from divisive speech, from harsh 
speech, from idle chatter, one who is not covetous, without ill will, 
who holds right view, even though a great crowd of people would 
come together and assemble around him, and they would send up 
prayers and recite praise and circumambulate him making 
reverential salutations, saying: “With the breakup of the body, after 
death, may this person be reborn in a state of misery, in a bad 
destination, in the nether world, in hell.’ still, with the breakup of 
the body, after death, that person will be reborn in a good 
destination, in a heavenly world.” 
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15. It the God created man and the world then everything should be 
predestined. Prof. K.N. Jayatilleke writes: 

“As philosophers have pointed out, God’s omniscience and 
omnipotence strictly imply a rigid, deterministic universe. God being 
omniscient sees the entire future in all its aspects and details. It is 
unlike human foreknowledge, which is only probable. So the future 
of the creature is strictly mapped out and God can see it as in the 
reel of a film. God being omnipotent is entirely responsible for it as 
well, so that a belief in free will on the part of his creatures is 
merely illusory. 


In the Sandaka Sutta, the Buddha says that there are four 
types of religion which are false in this world and four types which 
are unsatisfactory though not necessarily totally false, distinguishing 
Buddhism from all eight of them. 


Two of the types condemned as false refer to two forms of 
theism. One is the doctrine that salvation is not due to human effort 
or the moral causation effected by good or evil deeds but that 
people are miraculously saved or doomed presumably because of 
the grace or will of God. The other is the doctrine of predestination 
or theistic evolutionism. 


There are two main arguments against theism presented in the 
early Canonical texts. The first may be called the Puppet Argument 
and is stated as follows: “If God designs the life of the entire world - 
the glory and the misery, the good and the evil acts - man is but an 
instrument of his will (niddesa-kari) and God (alone) is responsible” 
(J-a V 238). 
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Theists who do not take a “predestinarian” stand (which is 
logically consistent) try to evade this conclusion by saying that God 
has endowed man with free will. But it can be shown that the 
concept of divine providence is not compatible with a notion of 
human freedom. 


Professor Antony Flew states one of his conclusions with 
regard to this matter as follows: “The stock image is that of a 
Supreme Father showing long-suffering tolerance towards his often 
rebellious children; he has given us, it is said, our freedom; and we - 
wretched unworthy creatures that we are - too often take 
advantage to flout his wishes. If this image fitted, there would be no 
problem. Obviously, it is possible for children to act against their 
parents’ wishes. It is also possible for parents to grant to their 
children freedoms, which may be abused, by refusing to exercise 
powers of control which they do possess. But the case of Creator 
and creature must be utterly different. Here the appropriate 
images, in so far as any images could be appropriated, would be 
that of the Creator, either as the Supreme Puppet Master with 
creatures whose every thought and move he arranges or as the 
Great Hypnotist with subjects who always act out his irresistible 
suggestions. What makes the first image entirely inept, and the 
other two much less so, is crucially that God is supposed to be, not a 
manufacturer or a parent who may make or rear his product and 
then let it be, but the Creator. This precisely means that absolutely 
nothing happens save by his ultimate undetermined determination 
and with his consenting ontological support. Everything means 
everything; and that includes every human thought, every human 
action and every human choice. For we too are indisputably parts of 


the universe, we are among the “all things both visible and 
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invisible” of which he is supposed to be “the Maker and Preserver” 
(God and Philosophy, Hutchinson & Co. Ltd., 1966, p. 44). 


His final conclusion is the same as what | mentioned above. In 
his own words: “For it is, as we have argued already, entirely 
inconsistent to maintain: both that there is a Creator; and that 
there are other authentically autonomous beings” (ibid. p. 54). A 
careful study of the theistic texts of any tradition will show that 
often this is directly admitted in certain contexts, despite the 
contradictions in other places. 


The second argument against theism found in the Canonical 
texts is the argument from evil. It proceeds on the presumption that 
if the world is created by God, then certain evils are inexplicable. It 
has several variants but if we take some of them together: “If God 
(Brahma) is Lord of the whole world and creator of the multitude of 
beings, then why (i) has he ordained misfortune in the world 
without making the whole world happy, or (ii) for what purpose has 
he made the world full of injustice, deceit, falsehood and conceit or 
(iii) the Lord of creation is evil in that he pre-ordained injustice 
when there could have been justice” (J VI 208). 


Even when we take the arguments for theism in a modern 
context we find that the ontological argument was a mere 
definition, which mistakenly regarded existence as an attribute. The 
cosmological argument contradicted its own premise by speaking of 
an uncaused cause or using the word “cause” in a non-significant 
sense. The argument from Design, which is superficially the most 
appealing, flounders when we consider the waste and cruelty of 
evolution, with nature “red in tooth and claw.” It is impossible to 
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contemplate that a loving God could have created and watched the 
spectacle of dinosaurs tearing each other to pieces for millions of 
years on earth. 


In order to reconcile divine love with the apparent cruelty of 
nature, a move that is often made by theists is to say that God’s 
love is inscrutable or is another mystery. A human parent would do 
whatever he could to relieve the suffering of his child who is in 
great pain. Would an omnipotent and omniscient being look on 
without intervention? To say that such a being exists is to equate his 
love with callousness or cruelty. In such a situation we would not 
know what meaning to attach to the concept of “love” considered 
as an attribute of God. This has led theists to say that God’s 
attributes as well as his nature are inconceivable. The 
Bodhicaryavatara makes a reductio ad absurdum of this contention 
arguing that in such a case the concept of a God or creator is 
meaningless: “If, as theists say, God is too great for man to be able 
to comprehend him, then it follows that his qualities also surpass 
our range of thought, and that we neither know him nor attribute 
to him the quality of a creator.” It follows that if normal meanings 
are given to the words all-knowing, all-powerful and infinitely good 
(or analogous meanings), the evidence points against God’s 
existence whereas if this is not done, the concept becomes 
meaningless. 


With regard to theism it may be held that it has given people a 
sense of security and inspired them to various kinds of activity. This 
does not prove that the belief is true but suggests that it may be 
useful. A realistic survey would show that while beliefs in theism 
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have done some good, they have brought much evil in their train as 
well. 


- Facets of Buddhist Thought, Six essays by K.N.Jayatilleke, 
(The wheel publication No 162/163/164), BPS, Kandy, 1984 


16. Regarding Prof. Palay’s watch argument Max Ladner writes: 


“About 150 years ago, W. Paley, Professor of Theology at 
Cambridge, presented in one of his books the famous “clock” 
argument, which he intended to be irrefutable proof of the 
existence of a Creator-God. It runs as follows: 


“Wherever we find orderliness and meaningful arrangement, 
made to serve definite purpose, we can be reasonably certain that 
these owe their origin to the workings of an intelligent being. 
Supposing we look at a clock. From its ingenious mechanism we are 
led to the conclusion that it must have been put together by a 
master of his craft, who knew its purpose and constructed the 
mechanism accordingly. The different parts of the clock could not 
have come into being by themselves nor could they have assembled 
themselves. And if we assume that the clock has been so 
ingeniously constructed that it could even reproduce its own kind, - 
our admiration for the craftsman’s skill would be boundless. The 
world we live in is far more ingeniously constructed than a mere 
clock. It stands to reason, therefore, it must have had a creator.” 


What is to be said of this argument’? Does it actually present 
cogent proof for the existence of a creator? We shall see. 
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A clock may be of excellent workmanship and run accurately, or 
it may be poorly constructed and not at all dependable. The clock- 
maker who produces a time-piece of the highest order deserves 
praise for his handiwork, whereas the less skilled mechanic lays 
himself open to criticism and ridicule; it would have been better had 
he kept his hands off his work altogether. 


This world of ours is certainly wonderfully constructed and it 
seems - at first sight, at least - that every part in it manifests order 
and purpose. But to call this world perfect is open to serious doubt. 
When we look at MAN, the apex and crown of creation, on every 
side we see him exposed to ruin and destruction. Of this there is 
further an abundance of horrible examples in nature: plants and 
trees in their struggle for air and light are choked to death by 
parasitical growths. Animals feed on animals, stalking and devouring 
each other. Human beings are suffering from incurable diseases, 
insanity, pain, misery, famine and inescapable death. There is 
enmity, hatred, bloodshed and war. There are epidemics, 
earthquakes, and volcanic eruptions. To speak of a “perfect” world 
in the face of this catalogue of horrors betrays only lack of insight 
and an immature mind. 


And how are we to explain the riddle of an all-knowing Creator 
whose very essence is said to be Love, to have brought forth so 
much suffering and cruelty, such palpable imperfections, 
incongruities and shortcomings? To which only one answer can be 
given: either he could not do it any other way or he did not want to. 
In the first case he is powerless, in the second he must be held 
responsible for the untold miseries his own creatures have to 
endure. As the creator of such a world he must be condemned; as 
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the originator of human and animal suffering he bears the 
distinctive mark of an evil demon. 


Paley’s argument, in fact, is a classical example of false 
reasoning. To build a clock a clock-maker needs a great variety of 
materials. He cannot make the clock out of nothing. Therefore a 
world-creator could not have fashioned the universe without pre- 
existing matter. The material elements, called solids, liquids, fiery 
and gaseous, how were they created? Out of nothing? Or by magic? 
And who created primeval matter? Another creator?—and from 
what? 


A second theory of creation has been proposed, which 
appears in a philosophical garb and has been called the Doctrine of 
Emanation. The exponents of this theory consider the universe as 
having issued from the essence of God whereby the unfathomable 
essence of God remained unchanged. Aside from the fact that such 
an assumption is quite gratuitous and arbitrary, the question of the 
purpose and the meaning of such an emanation remains 
unanswered. Still more, what were the reasons or motives behind 
such an out-flowing? Of this we cannot have any knowledge. Any 
argument advanced to support the emanation theory lacks a sound 
foundation in fact and is not verifiable. 


Can we imagine the same clock-maker who—as in a dream— 
conjures up the steel for the spindles, the silver or gold for the 
casing—out of nothing? Such an incredible feat of magic not even 
Professor Paley could have been able to conceive. And what he 
never would credit a clockmaker with, that he expects of a being he 
does not even know and of which he cannot have the slightest 
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conception. By way of analogy, taking his and the clock-maker’s 
existence as a starting point, he draws from it the inference that, 
like the clock, man and the world, too, must have a maker. 


It goes without saying that to construct a perfect clock 
requires above all—apart from technical skill—a clear mind and 
consciousness. Consciousness, however, does not function without 
a bodily organism; a free—floating consciousness, without some 
kind of physical substratum, is unthinkable. Furthermore, 
consciousness implies purposive thinking or planning. 
Consequently, the assumed world-creator must be endowed with a 
consciousness to plan and to execute his ideas. In other words, he 
would have to be thought of as being equipped with a kind of bodily 
organism through which alone his consciousness could function. 


This leads again to the question about the nature and origin of 
the physical substance through which the creator’s consciousness 
functions, and further to the question who the creator of the 
creator is, and so on ad infinitum. Whence it follows how poorly 
Professor Paley’s argument has been thought-out, which was 
demonstrated by following it through to its absurd consequences. 


There is a tendency in human beings to interpret each and 
everything according to one’s own needs; it is no easy task to 
disabuse oneself of the mistaken idea that every single event must 
have a “meaning” and a “purpose.” In human life situations arise 
sometimes that create the impression of a higher power at work, or 
of an intelligence superior to our own. This leads to the mistaken 
idea of a super-human agency, or some mysterious, divine 
guiding—power behind the scene, leading everything to its 
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preordained destination. Hereby one fundamental fact is almost 
always overlooked, that man finds himself, like any other living 
being, in a set of circumstances to which he adapts himself. And 
likewise, in accordance to which his behaviour patterns develop. 
The decisive factor here is anything but the wisdom and 
understanding of a world creator. This is a specific human situation 
with its problems and challenges; and it remains the noble task of 
serious research to find order in the tangled web of human 
volitions. 


Man instinctively rebels against the idea that life has no 
meaning or purpose whatsoever. But as so often, here too, man 
overlooks the obvious, i.e. that it is only man’s prerogative to 
endow his acts with meaning and purpose. In this respect man 
always undervalues himself when, instead of facing the inevitable, 
he tries to find comfort in a divine intelligence. There is no single 
fact in nature to support such a belief. Besides, nature cares nothing 
about man’s happiness or misery. Thus the endless quest for the 
why’s and wherefore’s of existence continues. This is a far cry from 
Prof. Paley’s way of thinking. The solution has been found: it can be 
gained from the teaching of the Exalted One, from the Doctrine of 
the Buddha, who, two and one half thousand years ago, found 
Enlightenment under the Bodhi-tree.” 


Einsicht, Vol. 7 No. 9. 


German Buddhist writers-An anthology, (The wheel 
publication No.74-75), BPS, Kandy, 1984 


All these facts direct us to a single conclusion: “the God didn’t create 
man, but man created God.” 
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